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Introduction 
For the traveling public, travel via scheduled commercial air carrier is an extremely 
safe form of transportation. However, air piracy and sabotage do occur. Their 
occurrence does have an adverse effect on aviation safety. In response to this safety 
threat, an aviation security system was developed. At the forefront of this security system 
is the airport security screener, the classification of people who day in and day out do their 
best to prevent airline bombings and hijackings. Because the airport security screener 
plays such an important role in the safety of air transportation, his or her performance 
must be optimal As with most jobs, the more experience one has on the job, the more 
likely that one's performance will improve. That is the purpose of this study, to examine 
what motivates airport security screeners to remain on the job. In other words, to 
determine the causes of excessive employee turnover among airport security screeners, so 
that programs can be implemented to reduce this employee turnover rate. 
Aviation Security Problems 
The bombing of aircraft is a technique commonly attempted by terrorists. 
Explosions aboard aircraft, while still a rare occurrence in terms of the thousands of flights 
conducted daily, are still a viable threat to safety in air transportation. For example, 
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worldwide, there were 49 in-flight explosions aboard aircraft in the period from 1949-
1988 that were attributed to sabotage (Federal Aviation Administration, 1988, 6). In 
addition to these in-flight explosions, there were also incidents of explosions aboard 
aircraft on the ground, as well as explosions in the baggage handling areas of airports. 
During the period from January 1980 through December 1990, there were 1,296 fatalities 
and 414 injuries from these types of explosions (Air Line Pilots Association, 1991, 48). 
There were also unsuccessful attempts to place explosives aboard aircraft. 
Hijacking is another concern for aviation security. In the four-year period from 
1969 through 1972, there were 116 hijackings of US registered air carrier aircraft. 
Finding this frequency of hijackings unacceptable, Congress enacted several reforms, 
including the requirement that passengers be screened for weapons at airports before 
boarding aircraft. This requirement for air carriers to screen passengers and baggage took 
effect in 1973. As the result of this passenger screening and other reforms, there were 
only 13 hijackings of US-registered aircraft in the following four-year period from 1973 
through 1976 (Federal Aviation Administration, 1992, 94). 
Although airport security screening and other procedures have deterred or 
prevented many hijackings and bombings, the security system still is far from perfect. 
Worldwide, during the period from January 1980 through December 1990, there were 304 
hijacking incidents in civil aviation (Air Line Pilots Association, 1991, 48). This is an 
average of one hijacking every 13 days. Motives of hijackers include mentally 
incompetent individuals, terrorism, and other criminal motives (Federal Aviation 
Administration, 1988, 14). 
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Aviation Security Legislation 
As the result of an international convention in Montreal, the Convention for the 
Suppression of Unlawful Acts Against the Safety of Civil Aviation was adopted in 1973. 
The convention requires that all passengers and property intended to be carried aboard an 
aircraft employed in international commerce be screened by weapon-detection procedures 
or agents of the air carrier. Section 315 of the Federal Aviation Act requires the FAA to 
enact regulations requiring the screening of all passengers and carry-on items for the 
presence of unauthorized items. Section 316 of the Federal Aviation Act requires 
regulations to protect persons and property aboard aircraft from acts of criminal violence 
and piracy. 
Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Parts 107 and 108 govern domestic airport and 
air carrier security, respectively. These regulations mandate the adoption and effective 
implementation of minimum security programs by airports and air carriers. These 
programs must include specific measures for passenger screening, protection of aircraft, 
and airport access controls. FAR Part 107 requires airport operators to create a security 
program for the airport, provide controls to prevent or deter unauthorized persons from 
accessing the air operations area, and provide law enforcement support. FAR Part 108 
requires air carriers to adopt and carry out a security program, screen passengers and 
property, provide and use ground and in-flight security coordinators, and prohibit 
unauthorized access to the carrier's aircraft. 
Air carriers are responsible for screening passengers with metal detectors and 
carry-on baggage with X-ray equipment. The purpose of this screening is to detect 
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weapons and explosives. Air carriers usually contract with security firms to provide this 
service. Although the air carriers are responsible for the performance of their security 
systems, the air carriers usually contract to the security firm with the lowest bid. There 
are over 15,000 screeners employed at 46 security firms (Gibb, et al., 1994, 5). 
Aviation Security Performance 
Given the tremendous volume of passengers who travel by air every year, the 
performance of the security system is very good. From 1984 through 1988, over 4.6 
billion passengers were screened at US airports. During this period, there were 15,210 
firearms and 54 explosive or incendiary devices detected (Federal Aviation Administration, 
1988, 13). Also during this period, 9 of the 19 domestic hijacking incidents were caused 
by people who went through preboard screening. Of those 9 hijackings, only 3 of the 
hijackings involved using a real weapon. 
Worldwide, although airport screening may have prevented as many as 38 
hijackings during the 1980's, there were 759 hostile acts against civil aviation between 
January 1980 and December 1990 that claimed 3,143 lives worldwide (Air Line Pilots 
Association, 1991, 48). This large number of successful hostile acts suggests that the 
performance of the security system is not what it should be. 
The FAA tests the performance of the security system, by having undercover 
agents pose as passengers and try to pass test weapons and explosives through the 
security checkpoints at airports. The test objects are very simple, such as a bundle of 
simulated dynamite tied together and wired to a large clock. Indeed, the test objects may 
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be too simple, because a real hijacker or bomber may use much more sophistication in 
trying to get a weapon or explosive on board an aircraft. Because the same agents are 
used, and they use the same simplistic test objects, it would be assumed the security 
system would have a nearly 100% detection rate. However, the detection rate is only in 
the 80% to 90% range. 
One reason for this poor performance on such simplistic performance testing may 
be that a large percentage of security screeners are relatively inexperienced. While the 
numbers are classified for security purposes, the employee turnover rate among the airport 
security screener population is extremely high. A large proportion of airport security 
screeners at any given site may be very inexperienced, and these screeners may not have 
yet developed the perceptual, cognitive, and professional skills necessary for optimal 
performance. 
Statement of the Problem 
The excessive employee turnover rate among the airport security screener 
population results in a workforce that is largely inexperienced, and may not be functioning 
at maximum levels. The high employee turnover rate may be a symptom of job 
dissatisfaction. If the reasons that security screeners are dissatisfied with their jobs are 
identified, then programs can be implemented to reduce this excessive employee turnover 
rate. 
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Review of Related Literature 
Hierarchies of Motivations and Needs. The study of human motivation and needs 
is very important in trying to determine what can be done to motivate people to stay on 
their jobs longer. If people have needs that are not being met on their current jobs, those 
people will tend to look for other job opportunities that will satisfy those needs. Once it is 
known what needs motivate employees, then management can try to satisfy those 
employee needs. The more that management is able to satisfy those employee needs, the 
lower the employee turnover rate should be. 
In the early twentieth century, Frederick Taylor, a proponent of the "Scientific 
Management" theory, suggested that workers are motivated primarily by monetary 
rewards. He suggested that workers sometimes engage in "soldiering," or working slower 
than their real capability. His solution to this productivity problem was to pay workers 
more. Taylor gave the example of a man named Schmidt, whom Taylor selected from a 
group of laborers stacking pig iron. The standard amount of pig iron stacked was 
approximately twelve and a half ton per day per worker. By giving Schmidt a raise from 
$1.15 per day to $1.85 per day, Schmidt increased his output to forty-seven ton per day. 
Thus, Taylor concluded that monetary wage increases are an important motivator for 
employees. A variant of this idea is the adoption of a piece-work pay system, where 
workers are paid for the amount of work they do, rather than being paid by the hour. This 
pay system may allow workers to earn higher wages than when a straight hourly rate is 
used. While the piece-work pay system has been used successftdly in some occupations 
7 
like unskilled factory production, it's use is not possible in other occupations, such as 
airport security screeners. 
Later, Fritz Roethlisberger and William Dickson conducted the famous 
'Hawthorne Studies." These studies were conducted between 1927 and 1932 at Western 
Electric's Hawthorne Plant near Chicago. There were several experiments conducted, 
and the first experiment was to study the effects of different Ughting levels on worker 
productivity. The researchers found that whenever the lighting was manipulated, 
productivity improved. This productivity increase held whether the Ughting was increased 
or decreased, and further held until the Ughting was dimmed to as dim as moonlight 
(Roesthlisberger & Dickson, 1939, 17). This productivity increase occurred even though 
pay was held constant. The implication then is that pay is not the sole employee 
motivator. The workers felt special when management showed an interest in them in 
regard to the study and worked harder because of this feeling. This was a surprise to the 
scientific managers, who previously thought money was the primary motivator of worker 
performance. 
Another experiment at the Hawthorne plant was in regard to the piece-work 
incentive system- In line with the scientific management theory, it was thought that if 
workers were being paid per piece, they would work as hard as they could to maximize 
their income. However, using the piece-work pay system, it was found that in nine-man 
teams, each team informally set a production level Those in the group who did not meet 
the production standard were labeled "chiselers," while those who exceeded the standard 
were dubbed "rate busters." The workers 6Chad an informal standard of a day's work 
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which functioned for the group as a norm of conduct. They felt it was wrong to exceed 
this standard" (RoesthUsberger & Dickson, 1939, 517). The impUcation of this finding is 
that workers may feel the need for group approval is more important than simple monetary 
rewards alone. 
Thus, while monetary rewards are obviously important for improving worker 
needs and productivity, money alone is not the sole motivator. Human needs are much 
more complex than that. The need to feel "special" and the need for group aflBUation are 
also important. 
Realizing that human needs are very complex, Abraham Maslow proposed a 
hierarchy of human needs. According to his theory, there are five basic human needs: 
physiological needs, security needs, belongingness needs, esteem needs, and self-
actualization needs (Maslow, 1970, 35-47). Physiological needs are simple biological 
needs: food, water, sex, and air. Security needs are things that offer safety and security, 
such as shelter, clothing, and freedom from worry and anxiety. Belonginess needs are 
social needs, and include the need for love and affection, as weU as the need to be 
accepted by peers. Esteem needs are the need for self-respect and the need to be 
respected by others. Finally, self-actualization needs are the need to become all that the 
person is capable of, and the need to reach his or her full potential. 
Maslow theorized that the lower-level needs must be satisfied before the higher-
level needs play a significant role in motivation. Further, whenever a lower-level need is 
no longer satisfied, the individual seeks to fulfill that lower-level need deficiency. Thus, 
once a person satisfies physiological needs, security needs then become important. 
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However, once a person loses a job, for example, self-actualization needs no longer 
become important and the now-deficient security needs become important. 
'Maslow's hierarchy of needs is important to us because it helps to explain why 
high salary, good benefits, and job security may not be as important as other motivational 
factors" (Cohen, 1990, 150). Maslow's hierarchy of human needs do make a certain 
amount of intuitive sense. However, there are many problems with this theory. First, the 
needs may be arranged horizontally instead of verticaUy (Wade and Tavris, 1990, 152). 
According to this theory, a person may at any time be experiencing a need for any 
combination of the five categories of human needs in varying amounts. Further, five levels 
are not always present, and the need structure is more dynamic, unstable, and variable than 
Maslow presented. 
Another human need theory was presented by Clayton Alderfer. Alderfer argues 
that human needs are classified into three categories, represented by "ERG" (Alderfer, 
1972, 31-44). The "E" stands for existence needs, roughly equivalent to Maslow's 
physiological and security needs. "R" stands for relatedness needs, and correspond to 
Maslow's belonginess and esteem needs. "G" stands for growth needs, and are roughly 
equivalent to Maslow's self-actualization needs. Alderfer's ERG theory also includes a 
frustration-regression component and a satisfaction-progress component. Maslow and 
Alderfer agreed that once a specific need is met, the next higher need then becomes 
important. This is the satisfaction-progress component. However, Alderfer differed from 
Maslow by theorizing that a person may attempt to satisfy a higher-level need before 
satisfying a lower-level need. Alderfer claimed that even though an individual may 
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attempt to satisfy a higher-level need, an individual is likely to fail if the lower-level needs 
have not been satisfied, and wfll regress to the lower-level need because of this failure. 
This is the frustration-regression component of Alderfer's ERG theory. 
Frederick Herzberg and associates developed the "two-factor theory" in the late 
1950's and early 1960's. Herzberg interviewed approximately 200 accountants and 
engineers in Pittsburgh. He asked them to recall times when they felt especially satisfied 
and motivated by their jobs, and times they felt especially dissatisfied and unmotivated. 
He asked them to describe what caused those good and bad feelings. The results of these 
interviews were later subjected to content analysis (Herzberg, 1966, 37). 
Before Herzberg's studies, the traditional model of job satisfaction was a one-
dimensional dichotomy on one continuous job satisfaction scale. For a given individual, 
there was either job satisfaction, or job dissatisfaction. However, Herzberg found in the 
Pittsburgh study that there were two factors involved, not one. One factor is job 
satisfaction, and the other factor is job dissatisfaction. For instance, low pay may be a 
cause of job dissatisfaction, but high pay is not necessarily a source of job satisfaction 
(Herzberg, 1966, 82). 
Herzberg identified five factors that were predictors of job satisfaction: growth 
and advancement, responsibiUty, work itself recognition, and achievement (Herzberg, 
1966, 96). Herzberg also identified major areas of job dissatisfaction, including: company 
poUcy and administration, supervision, salary, interpersonal relations, working conditions, 
status, job security, and personal life. Herzberg caUed these job dissatisfaction factors 
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hygienic factors. Performance wiU not increase due to increases of these hygienic factors, 
but these hygienic factors must be satisfied for workers to maintain performance. 
Herzberg named the job satisfaction factors motivators, because these factors are what 
motivate people to higher levels of performance, once the hygienic factors are met. Thus, 
the motivators serve only to motivate people to higher performance, while hygienic factors 
merely prevent job dissatisfaction. 
Job satisfaction is composed of a complex set of variables that have different levels 
of satisfaction for different individuals. Vroom theorized there are six work role variables 
which have an effect on job satisfaction. These work role variables are: supervision, the 
work group, job content, wages, promotional opportunities, and the hours of work. 
Vroom stated that his research led him to beUeve the "relationship between first 
line supervisors and the individual workman is of more importance in determining the 
attitude, morale, general happiness, and efficiency" of the employee than any other factor 
(Vroom, 1964, 105). Vroom noted that in many studies, supervision was mentioned more 
frequently than security, job content, management, working conditions, and promotional 
opportunities in job satisfaction items. On the other hand, when supervision was 
mentioned as a source of job dissatisfaction, it appeared fourth in the same list of factors. 
As mentioned earUer with the Hawthorne studies, the work group is also a 
motivator for employees. Perhaps this is a reflection of Maslow's belonginess, and 
Alderfer's relatedness needs. Vroom (Vroom, 1964, 124) stated: "If a person's 
acceptance by other group members affects the valence of the group for him> it should also 
affect the probabiUty that he [or she] wiU withdraw from the group." Thus, it can be 
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concluded that acceptance by one's employee peers is an important factor in employee 
turnover. 
Job content is another area of concern. Herzberg, Mausner, and Snyderman 
(1959, 76) found that favorable job content factors, " such as achievement and the work 
itself tend to produce satisfaction, but their absence does not produce dissatisfaction." 
Negative job-context factors, on the other hand, tend to produce job dissatisfaction but 
their absence does not produce job satisfaction. 
Compensation is a crucial and eminent support system that will remain a leading 
influence to an employee's approach to the job environment. Compensation includes any 
direct or indirect payments to employees, such as wages, bonuses, stock, and benefits. 
Heneman (Heneman, 1985, 117) hypothesized that pay satisfaction is a key attitude to be 
related to behaviors such as turnover and absenteeism. It was hypothesized that the 
incongruity between perceived pay and what the pay level should be strongly influenced 
employee turnover and absenteeism. 
Delphi Workshops. Using the Herzberg two-factor theory and the Vroom model 
of job satisfaction, St. Laurent and associates (St. Laurent, 1994) conducted a study of job 
satisfaction factors among airport baggage security screeners. A modification of the 
Delphi technique was used in that study to compile a list of significant job satisfier and job 
dissatisfier items. The Delphi technique uses a small group of subject matter experts to 
brainstorm, reach a consensus, or forecast the future. The method encourages diverse 
input from aU members of the group, and then uses group consensus techniques to 
evaluate the inputs to reach a consensus. A total of 34 security screeners from JFK, 
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MCO, and SFO airports participated in the Delphi workshops. While the Delphi 
workshops are good for brainstorming and consensus reaching, the Delphi method gives 
an exaggerated iUusion of precision (Sackman, 1975, 73). The results of the job 
satisfaction and job dissatisfaction items identified in the Delphi workshops are presented 
in Table 1 (job satisfier items) and Table 2 (job dissatisfier items). The higher the rating, 
the more important that group rated the item. An "X" indicates the group at that site felt 
the item was either inappropriate or not of significance. 
Table 1. Results of job satisfier items in the Delphi workshops. 
Job Satisfiers and Motivators 
1. Medical Benefits 
2. Retirement Benefits 
3. Appreciation 'by' supervisors 
4. Importance of the work I do 
5. Desire to protect people 
6. Pride in my work 
7. Flexible hours and days 
8. The hours of the job (the shift worked) 
9. Appreciation 'of supervisors 
10. Opportunities for rewards 
11. Enjoyment of helping people 
12. High responsibility of the job 
13. Comfortable place to work 
14. Good general work experience 
15. Wages job pays 
16. Being around people 
17. Job is challenging 
18. Wanted to learn something new 
19. Like working with co-workers 
20. Doing airport security work 
21. Enjoy being busy 
22. ThriU of finding targets 
23. Wanted to work in airports 
24. Recognition by company 
25. Fast pace of the job 
26. Want to stop terrorist acts 
27. Chance to move into supervisory job 
28. Others think my job is important 
29. Potential job contacts 
30. Makes a good second job 
31. Dislike other jobs that were available 
32. Difficulty of the job 
33. Doing a job few others can do 
34. My family thinks the job is important 
35. Appreciation 'from' manager 
36. Enjoy controlling people 
37. Job is easy 
38. To make fiiends 
39. Opportunity to find weapons 






















































































































Table 2. Results of the job dissatisfier items in the Delphi workshops. 
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Job Dissatisfiers and Dislikes 
1. Poor pay 
2. Little or no medical benefits 
3. Found better job 
4. Too much work for amount of pay 
5. No longer need second job 
6. No retirement program 
7. Doing job temporarily to earn extra cash 
8. Criticism by supervisors 
9. Stressful 
10. No opportunities for advancement 
11. Not told up front what to expect 
12. Supervisor problems 
13. Job is causing physical discomfort 
14. Afraid to make a mistake or be wrong 
15. Management not listening 
16. Not appreciated 
17. Passenger hostility 
18. Job was not what I thought it was 
19. Job is too difficult 
20. Having to work hoUdays 
21.1 do not find job important 
22. Hard to get to work 
23. Dislike co-workers 
24. Fear of finding weapons 
25. Work is tiring and exhausting 
26. Not being informed of what's going on 
27. Working with passengers 
28. Family/spouse wants me to quit 
29. Confronting passengers 
30. Decisions have to be made too fast 
31. Job is not chaUenging 
32. Dislike hours 
33. Do not like working weekends 
34. Job is boring 
35. Job is too fast paced 
36. Breaks/lunch times not enough 
37. Don't want to work in airports 
38. Not appreciated by company 


























































































































Because of the imprecision in ranking job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction items 
using the Delphi technique, the current study developed survey scales. These survey 
scales aUowed for sampling a much larger proportion of the security screener population 
than is possible using the Delphi technique. Further, use of the survey scales may 
eliminate any small group bias that may have been present during the Delphi workshops, 
because the participants in that study were specially selected because of their abilities to 
work in small groups. The scaling method is also a more reUable method of ranking job 
satisfaction and job dissatisfaction items than is the Delphi method. 
Method 
Participants 
The participants for this survey were selected using random cluster sampling. 
Participants included managers, supervisors, and screeners at 17 airports across the 
continental United States. The airports were selected to provide a broad representative 
sample of security screeners. 
There were 1850 surveys distributed to company management at the 22 sites chosen 
for sampling. There were five sites from which there were not any returned surveys. 
These sites were the major airports at Boston, MA, Dallas, TX, Phoenix, AZ, West Palm 
Beach, FL, and New York, NY. These sites are not included in the analysis because it is 
felt that the management at those sites did not distribute the surveys to their security 
screeners. There were 355 surveys that were distributed to the security management at 
those sites. These 355 surveys should therefore be subtracted from the total of 1850 
surveys when computing the survey return rate. A total of 665 of the surveys were 
completed and returned, for a return rate of 44.48 %. Table 3 shows the number of 
surveys distributed, the number of surveys completed, and the return rate for each of the 
17 sites sampled. Demographic characteristics of the participant sample are presented in 
the results section. 
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Total 1495 665 44.48% 
Instrument 
"Most investigators 'tailor make9 an instrument for the particular population they 
are studying" (Vroom, 1964, 100). The instrument used in this study was developed to: 
rank the job satisfaction and dissatisfaction items identified in the Delphi workshops, 
collect demographic characteristics of the population and compare the job satisfaction and 
19 
dissatisfaction items along these characteristics, determine if there are any demographic or 
attitudinal factors that are associated with career longevity, and to assess the 
organizational environment of the screeners. 
Instruction Page. Included with each survey was an instruction page. This page 
told the participants the reason for conducting the survey, to determine job satisfaction 
factors of security screeners. Another purpose of the instruction page was to try to 
motivate the security screeners to complete the survey. The instruction page gave 
assurances of maintaining the anonymity of the participants, and that their management 
would not see the individual results. A copy of the instruction page is reproduced in 
Appendix A. 
Demographic Information. On each survey, the first page asked each participant 
to provide information about the participant's age, gender, and ethnic group. There were 
also items related to identifying the company the participant is employed by, the airport 
the participant works at, the length of time a participant has been working as a screener, 
the current hourly wage, the number of hours worked weekly, and whether or not the 
participant has another job. There were no requests for a participant to identify himself or 
herself by name. A reproduction of the demographic survey is included in Appendix B. 
Modified Likert Scale of Organizational Climate. The Rensis Likert Scale of 
Organizational Climate was modified for use in the security screener and security 
supervisor population. The instrument was originally designed for use among mid-level 
managers in large organizations. However, it was modified for use by security screeners 
by adopting language that would be better imderstood by security screeners. The scale is 
20 
designed to assess the climate of the organization relating to leadership, motivation, 
communication, decision-making, and goal-setting. 
Because the survey that included the demographic questionnaire and the six survey 
scales was already very long and time-consuming for participants to complete, it was felt 
the inclusion of the Modified Rensis Likert Scale of Organizational Climate would have an 
adverse impact on the return rate of complete surveys. To minimize this negative return 
rate effect, and still obtain the desired results, a random 10 % of the surveys distributed 
included the Modified Rensis Likert Scale of Organizational Climate. A reproduction of 
the Modified Rensis Likert Scale of Organizational Climate is included in Appendix C. 
Job Satisfiers and Dissatisfiers Distance Scales. The job satisfier and job 
dissatisfier survey instrument scales were developed to quantifiably rank the job satisfiers 
and dissatisfiers that were previously identified in the Delphi workshops. Because there 
were so many items (39 satisfiers and 39 dissatisfiers), the items were broken into six 
scales. It was felt that generally, having 39 items on a scale would be too hard for 
participants to keep in working memory and rank effectively (Wickens, 1984, 222). Each 
scale had a list often to nineteen satisfier or dissatisfier items that participants were 
instructed to rank in the order of importance on a one- to forty-point scale. Each scale 
included only satisfier or only dissatisfier items, but not both. Reproductions of all six 
scales are included in Appendix D. 
The anchors at the right ends of the scales were "most important", and 'least 
important" at the left end for all of the six scales. Participants were instructed to rank the 
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job satisfier items as the reasons most likely to remain on the job, while the job dissatisfier 
items were to be ranked according to the reasons most likely to quit the job. 
Spanish Version. Even though all security screeners are required to be able to 
read, speak, and understand English, a Spanish version of the survey instrument was 
constructed for security screeners of predominately Cuban descent at the Miami 
International airport. It was felt that a Spanish version of the survey instrument would be 
more understandable by those participants in Miami It was also hoped that security 
screeners who speak Spanish would be more motivated to participate in the survey effort 
with a Spanish version of the survey instrument. The Modified Likert Scale of 
Organizational Climate was not translated to Spanish and included in the Spanish surveys. 
Validation. The surveys were vaUdated by 13 security screeners from the Orlando 
International and Chicago Midway airports. As the result of the feedback from these 
security screeners, the demographic section of the survey instrument was modified 
slightly. The results of these pilot surveys were also entered into the project database. 
Procedure 
Because of the high turnover rate of security screeners and the desire to include 
only security personnel who were currently working, the use of direct mailings were not 
used. It was felt that by the time a current list of employees at each site could be provided 
and a direct mailing made, a significant number of employees on the list would no longer 
be active. Therefore, the cluster random sampling technique was used. 
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Typically, a researcher would hand-deliver a batch of surveys to the security 
management at each site. The security management was instructed to distribute the 
surveys to a broad sample of security screeners, supervisors, and managers. At some 
sites, participants were allowed time during paid working hours to complete the survey. 
Originally, self-addressed, stamped envelopes were provided to participants to return the 
surveys. Later in the project the surveys were simply collected by security management at 
each site and returned to the researchers in bulk shipments. This on-site collection of 
completed responses had the effect of increasing the response return rate. 
Instructions included with the survey guaranteed the anonymity of the participant 
and his or her responses to the survey. There were not any survey items that asked for the 
participant's name. The instruction sheet also gave the participants information regarding 
the purpose of the study. 
Upon being returned to the researchers, each survey was given a serial number. 
Because it was easier for researchers to enter data into a computer from a single data 
sheet than from a seven-page survey, the results from each survey were coded onto data 




There were a total of 665 surveys returned. Of the 620 participants who reported 
their age, the mean age was 37.27 years, with a standard deviation of 15.18 years. The 
minimum age reported was 17, while the maximum age was 82. The median age was 34 
years. 
There were 653 participants who reported their gender. Of those 653 participants, 
299 (45.79 %) participants reported their gender as male, while 354 (54.21 %) 
participants reported their gender as female. 
There were 22 (3.31 %) participants who did not report their ethnic group. Of the 
remaining 643 participants, 5 (0.78 %) reported their ethnic group as American Indian or 
Alaskan Native; 195 (30.33 %) as Black, not of Hispanic origin; 148 (23.02 %) as White, 
not of Hispanic origin; 196 (30.48 %) as Asian; 57 (8.86 %) as Hispanic; and 42 (6.53 %) 
as Pacific Islands. 
There were four (0.61 %) participants who did not report the security firm they 
were employed by. Of the remaining 661 participants, 92 (13.92 %) reported their firm as 
Andy Frain; 33 (4.99 %) from ARC; 197 (29.80 %) from Argenbright; 25 (3.78 %) from 
Globe; 309 (46.75 %) from ITS; 0 from Wackenhut; and 5 (0.76 %) from Max Aero. 
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There were 23 (3.45 %) participants who did not include information about which 
airport location they were employed at. Of the remaining 642 participants, 81 (12.62 %) 
were en^loyed at MCO; 33 (5.14 %) at ORD; 172 (26.79 %) at SFO; 61 (9.50 %) at 
SEA; 12 (1.87 %) at CVG; 3 (0.47 %) at CLE; 8 (1.25 %) at MKE; 10 (1.56 %) at DTW; 
45 (7.01 %) at DEN; 1 (0.16 %) at IAH; 38 (5.92 %) at LAX; 32 (4.98 %) at ATL; 17 
(2.65 %) at EWR; 55 (8.57 %) at IAD; 58 (9.03 %) at DCA; 5 (0.78 %) at MDW; and 11 
(1.71%) at MIA 
There were 578 participants who reported the number of months they have been 
working as a security screener. Of these, the mean number of months was reported at 
20.09 months, with a standard deviation of 25.58 months. The median number of months 
working as a security screener was reported at 11 months. 
There were 652 participants who responded to the dichotomous survey item 
regarding whether the participant was employed full-time or part-time. Full-time was 
reported by 568 (87.12 %) participants, while 84 (12.88 %) participants reported being 
employed part-time. 
There were 628 participants who reported the number of hours per week worked, 
with the mean 37.33 hours per week and the standard deviation 6.81 hours per week. The 
median number of hours worked per week was reported at 40 hours. 
When asked whether the participant has another job or not, 646 of the participants 
responded, with 145 (22.45 %) reporting "yes" and 501 (77.55 %) reporting C W . Of the 
145 participants who reported having another job, 56 (38.62 %) responded that the other 
job was a full-time job, 79 (54.48 %) participants responded that the other job was a part-
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time job, and 10 (6.90 %) participants did not report whether the other job was full-time 
or part-time. 
Although the survey asked the participant to report the previous type of job he or 
she had before becoming a screener, these data were not analyzed and are not reported 
here. The open-ended item contained too many different types or responses to manage 
effectively. 
When asked what their current hourly wage was, 571 participants reported then-
wage, with a mean of $5.20 per hour, and a standard deviation of $0.96 per hour. The 
median wage was reported at $5.00 per hour. The reader should be cautioned that this 
reported wage may not be interpreted strictly. Because of the order in which survey items 
were arranged, there may have been some confusion about whether the participants were 
reporting the wage earned as a screener, or else the wage earned at another job. An 
analysis of variance test was performed between the groups of screeners reporting a 
second job or not, to determine if there was a significant difference in their reported wage. 
There was, in fact, a significant difference in reported wage between groups, F (1, 561) = 
12.02, p = 0.001. The 125 participants with a second job reported a mean wage of $5.47 
per hour, while the 438 participants who reported no second job reported a mean wage of 
$5.13. It is not known if this difference is because of the arrangement of survey items on 
the survey, if some participants mistakenly reported the wage from their other job. 
Alternatively, screeners with second jobs may simply be more industrious than their 
counterparts, and this industriousness may be recognized and rewarded by their 
management in the form of wage increases. 
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Participants were also asked about whether or not their company provided health 
benefits or insurance, with 638 (95.94 %) participants responding. Only 19 (2.98 %) 
participants reported that their company provided health benefits, and 128 (20.06 %) 
participants reported that their company had a plan, but that the participants must pay the 
premiums themselves. There were 410 (64.26 %) participants who responded that their 
company did not provide health benefits, and 63 (9.87 %) reported that they weren't sure. 
Scale #1 
There were ten items on this scale of job satisfiers. Participants were asked to 
arrange them in decreasing order of importance, from right to left. The further the 
distance each scale item was from the rightmost response, the greater the value assigned 
to that item. Thus, the scale items with the least mean values represent the most important 
reasons of the sample population for staying on the job. 
Differences between scale items means were compared with a one-way analysis of 
variance test, F(9, 6013) = 107.64, p < 0.001. The mean, standard deviation, and 
textual description of each scale item is presented in Table 4. 

























Wage job pays increased 
Medical benefits 
Retirement benefits 
Opportunity for rewards 
Appreciation "from" 
manager 
Recognition by company 
Potential job contacts 






































These means were then compared with the Fisher post-hoc procedure. The Fisher 
critical value was computed to be 1.960, a = .05. If the means of any two scale items 
differ by a value greater than 1.960, the means differ significantly at the a = .05 level. A 
chart of the means for the scale items are presented in Figure 1. Statistically significant 
differences between scale items are represented by different scale item bars. The means of 
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Figure 1. Scale #1 chart of means 
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Scale #2 
There were 16 items on this job satisfier scale. Participants were asked to arrange 
them in decreasing order of importance, from right to left. The further the distance each 
scale item was from the rightmost response, the greater the value assigned to that item. 
Thus, the scale items with the least mean values represent the most important reasons of 
the sample population for staying on the job. 
Differences between scale item means were compared with a one-way analysis of 
variance test, F(15, 9470) = 48.35, p < 0.001. The mean, standard deviation, and a 
textual description of each scale is presented in Table 5. 



































Importance of the work I do 
High responsibility of the job 
Desire to protect people 
Pride in my work 
Enjoyment of helping people 
Like working with coworkers 
Doing airport security work 
Good general work experience 
Being around people 
Wanted to learn something new 
Enjoy being busy 
Comfortable place to work 
Because job is challenging 
The hours (shift) of the job 
Appreciation of my supervisor 





















































These means were then compared with the Fisher post-hoc procedure, the Fisher 
critical value was computed to be 1.960, a = .05. If the means of any two scale kerns 
differ by a value greater than 1.960, the means differ significantly at a = .05. A chart of 
the means for the scale items are presented in Figure 2. Statistically significant differences 
between scale items are represented by different scale item bar characteristics. The means 
of scale items with like characteristics in the bars do not differ significantly. 
Scale #2 
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Figure 2. Scale #2 chart of means 
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Scale #3 
There were 13 items on this job satisfier scale. Participants were asked to arrange 
them in decreasing order of importance, from right to left. The further the distance each 
scale item was from the rightmost response, the greater the value assigned to that item. 
Thus, the scale items with the least mean values represent the most important reasons for 
staying on the job of the population sample. 
Differences between scale item means were compared with a one-way analysis of 
variance test, F(12, 7686) = 86.48, p < 0.001. The mean, standard deviation, and a 
textual description of each scale item is presented in Table 6. 






























Want to stop terrorist acts 
Opportunity to find weapons 
Others think my job is 
important 
Wanted to work in airports 
Doing a job few others can do 
Fast pace of the job 
Job is easy 
Family thinks job is important 
Enjoy controlling people 
Makes a good second income 
Difficulty of the job 
To make friends 












































These means were then compared with the Fisher post-hoc procedure. The Fisher 
critical value was computed to be 1.960, a = .05. If the means of any two scale items 
differ by a value greater than 1.960, the means differ significantly at the a= .05 level. A 
chart of the means for the scale hems are presented in Figure 3. Statistically significant 
differences between scale hems are represented by different scale hem bar characteristics. 
The means of scale hems with like characteristics in the bars do not differ significantly. 
Scale #3 
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Figure 3. Scale #3 chart of means 
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Scale #4 
There were 10 items on this job dissatisfier scale. Participants were asked to 
arrange them in decreasing order of importance, from right to left. The further the 
distance each scale item was from the rightmost response, the greater the value assigned 
to that hem. Thus, the scale items with the least mean values represent the most important 
reasons of the sample population for leaving their jobs. 
Differences between scale item means were compared with a one-way analysis of 
variance test, F (9, 5903) = 164.39, p < 0.001. The mean, standard deviation, and a 
textual description of each scale item is presented in Table 7. 























Little/no medical benefits 
Too much work for amount of 
pay 
No retirement program 
No opportunity for 
advancement 
Stressful 
Found "better" job 
Criticism by supervisors 
































10 E4 No longer need second job 23.43 12.34 578 
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These means were then compared whh the Fisher post-hoc procedure. The Fisher 
critical value was computed to be 1.960, a = .05. If the means of any two scale hems 
differ by a value greater than 1.960, the means differ significantly at the a = .05 level. A 
chart of the means for the scale hems are presented in Figure 4. Statistically significant 
differences between scale items are represented by different scale hem bar characteristics. 
The means of scale hems whh like characteristics in the bars do not differ significantly. 
Scale #4 
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Figure 4. Scale #4 chart of means 
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Scale #5 
There were 10 items on this job dissatisfier scale. Participants were asked to 
arrange them in decreasing order of importance, from right to left. The further the 
distance each scale item was from the rightmost response, the greater the value assigned 
to that hem. Thus, the scale items with the least mean values represent the most important 
reasons of the sample population for leaving their jobs. 
Differences between scale hem means were compared with a one-way analysis of 
variance test, F(9, 5831) = 50.84, p< 0.001. The mean, standard deviation, and a 
textual description of each scale hem is presented in Table 8. 
Table 8. Scale #5 job dissatisfier items in decreasing order of importance. 
Scale Rank Scale Item Textual Description Mean S. D. n 
1 G5 Passenger hostility 11.06 10.80 586 
2 E5 Management not listening to 11.12 10.81 592 
suggestions 
3 F5 Not appreciated by passengers 11.25 11.69 587 
or aircrew 
4 D5 Afraid to make mistake 
5 J5 Criticism by supervisors 
6 A5 Not told up front what to 
expect 
7 H5 Job wasn't what I thought 
8 B5 Supervisor problems 
9 C5 Job is causing physical 
discomfort 




















These means were then compared whh the Fisher post-hoc procedure. The Fisher 
critical value was computed to be 1.960, a = .05. If the means of any two scale hems 
differ by a value greater than 1.960, the means differ significantly at the a = .05 level. A 
chart of the means for the scale hems are presented in Figure 5. Statistically significant 
differences between scale hems are represented by different scale hem bar characteristics. 
The means of scale hems whh like characteristics in the bars do not differ significantly. 
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Figure 5. Scale #5 chart of means 
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Scale #6 
There were 19 items on this job dissatisfier scale. Participants were asked to 
arrange them in decreasing order of importance, from right to left. The further the 
distance each scale hem was from the rightmost response, the greater the value assigned 
to that hem. Thus, the scale items with the least mean values represent the most important 
reasons for the sample population to leave their jobs. 
Differences between scale item means were compared with a one-way analysis of 
variance test, F(18, 10673) = 63.41, p < 0.001. The mean, standard deviation, and a 
textual description of each scale item is presented in Table 9. 











































Not appreciated by company 
Working with passengers 
Not kept abreast of what's 
happening 
Having to work holidays 
Break/lunch times not long 
enough 
Decisions have to be made too 
fast 
Confronting passengers 
Don't like working weekends 
Job is not challenging 
Work is tiring and exhausting 
Hard to get to work 
Job is boring 
Dislike hours 
Job is too fast paced 
I don't find job important 
Fear of finding weapons 
Family/spouse wants me to quit 
Dislike coworkers 





























































These means were then compared with the Fisher post-hoc procedure. The Fisher 
critical value was computed to be 1.960, a = .05. If the means of any two scale hems 
differ by a value greater than 1.960, the means differ significantly at the a = .05 level. A 
chart of the means for the scale items are presented in Figure 6. Statistically significant 
differences between scale items are represented by different scale item bar characteristics. 
The means of scale hems whh like characteristics in the bars do not differ significantly. 
Scale #6 
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Figure 6. Scale #6 chart of means 
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Gender Differences 
DiflFerences between males and females were compared on all demographic and 
scale items. Age, wage earned, hours worked per week, and security screener job 
experience between males and females were compared with one-way analysis of variance 
tests. For age, the difference between genders was computed at F (1, 613) = 3.97, p = 
.047, with males reporting a higher age (mean 38.54 years) than females (mean 36.11 
years). Reported wage was also compared, and a significant difference was noted 
between genders, F (1, 562) = 4.75, p = .030, with males (mean $5.30 per hour) 
reporting a higher wage than females (mean $5.12 per hour). The months of experience as 
a security screener and the hours worked per week were also compared between genders, 
with no significant differences noted at a = .05. 
The remainder of the demographic items were compared with chi-square 
contingency table tests. Because some cells had expected values of less than five, some 
rows or columns of data were deleted from the analysis so that all cells in all tests would 
have expected values of five or greater. Results of these tests are presented in Table 10. 






























There were several scale items that showed significant differences when compared 
between genders with one-way analysis of variance tests. Of 78 total scale items, it would 
be expected that there would be four items showing a significant diflference at the oc= .05 
level by random chance alone. However, there were 12 scale items with significant 
diflFerences reported. These significant differences are presented in Table 11. 























































(F) medical benefits 
(F) wage job pays increased 
(M) move into supervisory job 
(M) potential job contacts 
(F) learn something new 
(F) enjoy being busy 
(F) too much work for pay 
(F) stressful 
(F) job causes discomfort 
(M) no working weekends 
(M) job is boring 
(F) breaks not long enough 
* An "M" indicates the males reported this item as significantly more important (i.e., lower 
mean value) than females on the job satisfier and the job dissatisfier scales. Likewise an 
"F" for females when females reported this item as more important (lower mean value). 
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Ethnic Differences 
Diflference between ethnic groups were compared on all demographic and scale 
items. Age, wage earned, hours worked per week, and months of job experience as a 
security screener between races were compared with one-way analysis of variance tests. 
For age, the diflference between ethnic groups was computed at F (5, 598) = 21.39, p < 
.001. Reported experience was also compared, and a significant difference was noted 
between races, F (5, 560) = 5.84, p = .000. The wage earned and hours worked per 
week were also compared between ethnic groups, and no significant differences were 
noted. 
The rest of the demographic items were compared with chi-square contingency 
table tests. Because some cells had expected values of less than five, some rows or 
columns of data were deleted from the analysis so that all cells would have expected 
values of five or greater. Results of these tests are presented in Table 12. 





Full or Part Time 
Second Job? 



























There were several scale items that showed significant diflferences when compared 
between ethnic groups. Of the 78 total scale items, it would be expected there would be 
four items showing a significant diflference at the cc= .05 level by random chance alone. 
However, there were 41 scale items with significant diflferences reported. These 
significant diflferences are presented in Table 13. 
Appendix E contains the complete computer output of the ethnic diflferences. 











































































































































































appreciation "by" supervisors 
medical benefits 
move into supervisor job 
potential job contacts 
pride in my work 
good general experience 
learn something new 
enjoy being busy 
desire to protect people 
companionship of coworkers 
shift work horn's 
being around people 
comfortable place to work 
importance of work 
want to stop terrorists 
family thinks job important 
to make friends 
chance to find weapons 
job is easy 
good second income 
enjoy controlling people 
others think job important 
little/no medical benefits 
too much work for pay 
no retirement program 
temp job for extra money 
job causes discomfort 
afraid to make mistakes 
job not what I thought 
job is too difficult 
having to work holidays 
hard to get to work 
fear of finding weapons 
work tiring & exhausting 
not told what's going on 
family wants me to quit 
decisions made too fast 
job is not challenging 
job is too fast paced 
not appreciated by company 
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Airport Location Diflferences 
Diflference between airport locations were compared on all demographic and scale 
items. Age, wage earned, hours worked per week, and months of job experience as a 
security screener between locations were compared with one-way analysis of variance 
tests. For age, the diflference between locations was computed at F (16, 585) = 10.48, p 
< .001. Reported wage was also compared, and a significant diflference was noted 
between locations, F( 16, 537) = 10.09, p < .001. Months of experience on the job were 
also compared between locations indicating significance at J7 (16, 546) = 3.49, p < .001. 
Additionally, hours worked per week were also compared between locations, showing a 
significant diflference, F( 16, 594) = 4.18, p < .001. 
The rest of the demographic items were compared with chi-square contingency 
table tests. Because some cells had expected values of less than five, some rows or 
columns of data were deleted from the analysis so that all cells would have expected 
values of five or greater. Results of these tests are presented in Table 14. 





Full or Part Time 
Second Job? 



























There were several scale items that showed significant diflferences when compared 
between airport location with one-way analysis of variance tests. Of 78 total scale items, 
it would be expected there would be four items showing a significant diflference at the a = 
.05 level by random chance alone. However, there were 38 scale items with significant 
diflferences reported. These significant diflferences are presented in Table 15. 
Appendix F contains complete computer output for these differences. 
































































































































































move into supervisory job 
pride in my work 
good work experience 
learn something new 
desire to protect people 
thrill of finding targets 
appreciation of supervisors 
companionship of coworkers 
want to stop terrorists 
family thinks job important 
to make fiiends 
chance to find weapons 
good second income 
enjoy controlling people 
job few others can do 
others thing job important 
poor pay 
little/no medical benefits 
temp job for extra money 
not told what to expect 
supervisor problems 
job causes discomfort 
afraid to make mistakes 
not appreciated by passengers 
passenger hostility 
job not what I thought 
job too difficult 
having to work holidays 
job is not important 
fear of finding weapons 
work is tiring 
decisions made too fast 
job too fast paced 
breaks not long enough 
don't like work in airports 
not appreciated by company 
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Experience Differences 
Diflferences between the first and fourth quartiles of security screener job 
experience in months, with the first (lower) quartile group reporting zero through four 
months of experience, and the fourth (upper) quartile group reporting twenty-four months 
of experience and above, were compared on all of the demographic and scale items. 
Reported age was compared at F (1, 297) = 95.87, p < .001, with the higher experience 
group reporting a higher age (mean 46.46 years) than the lower experience group (mean 
31.05 years). For hours per week, the diflference between quartiles was computed at F (1, 
302) = 4.02, p = .046, with the higher experience group reporting a lower hours per week 
value (mean 36.59 hours) than the lower experience group (mean 38.14 hours). Reported 
wage was also compared, and a significant diflference was noted between quartiles, F (1, 
274) = 32.82, p < .001, with the higher experience group reporting a higher hourly wage 
(mean $5.48) than the lower experience group (mean $4.91). 
The remainder of the demographic items were compared with chi-square 
contingency table tests Because some cells had expected values of less than five, some 
rows or columns of data were deleted from the analysis so that all cells would have 
expected values of five or greater. Results of these tests are presented in Table 16. 






















There were several scale items that showed significant diflferences when compared 
between experience quartiles. Of 78 total scale items, it would be expected there would 
be four items showing a significant diflference at the cc= .05 level by random chance alone. 
However, there were 10 scale items with significant diflferences reported. These 
significant diflferences are presented in Table 17. 
Table 17. Significant diflference between experience quartiles on scale items. 
Text Description* 
(H) opportunity for rewards 
(H) recognition by company 
(L) move into supervisory job 
(H) job is challenging 
(H) enjoy controlling people 
(H) job few others can do 
(L) poor pay 
(H) not appreciated by passengers 
(H) passenger hostility 
(L) hard to get work 
* An "H" indicates the higher experience group (4th quartile) reported this item as 
significantly more important (i.e., lower mean value) on the job satisfier or dissatisfier 
scale than did the lower experience group (1st quartile). Likewise an "L" for the lower 















































Diflferences between companies were compared on all demographics and scale 
items. Age, hours per week, wage earned, and months of experience as a security 
screener were compared between companies with one-way analysis of variance tests. For 
age, the diflference between companies was computed at F (5, 613) = 6.43, p < .001. 
Reported hours per week were compared, and a significant diflference was noted between 
companies, F (5, 621) = 3.27, p = .006. Wage was also compared, and found to be 
significant with F (5, 565) = 15.96, p < .001. The months of experience as a security 
screener were also compared between companies, with no significant diflference noted. 
The rest of the demographic items were compared with chi-square contingency 
table tests. Because some cells had expected values of less than five, some rows or 
columns of data were deleted from the analysis so that all cells would have expected 
values of five or greater. Results of these tests are presented in Table 18. 





Full or Part Time 
Second Job? 




























There were several scale items that showed significant differences when compared 
between companies with one-way analysis of variance tests. Of the 78 total scale items, it 
would be expected that there would be four items showing a significant difference at the a 
= .05 level by random chance alone. However, there were 24 scale items with significant 
differences reported. These significant differences are presented in Table 19. Appendix G 
contains the computer output for these comparisons. 








































































































pride in my work 
thrill of finding targets 
shift work hours 
importance of work 
want to stop terrorists 
to make friends 
chance to find weapons 
enjoy controlling people 
little/no medical benefits 
found "better" job 
temp job for extra money 
not told what to expect 
supervisor problems 
job causes discomfort 
management not listening 
job not what I thought 
having to work holidays 
job is not important 
fear of finding weapons 
decisions made too fast 
breaks not long enough 
don't like to work in airports 
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Modified Likert Scale of Organizational Climate 
For each of the 15 items on the Modified Likert Scale of Organizational Climate, 
there were between 56 to 60 participants that completed responses to that item. As 
mentioned in the results section, there were 355 surveys that were distributed to security 
management at 5 airport sites. There were not any surveys returned from these 5 sites, so 
it is felt that these surveys were never distributed to the screeners there. Because the 
Modified Likert Scale of Organizational Climate was included randomly in 10% of the 
surveys, it is not known exactly how many of these 355 surveys included the Modified 
Likert Scale of Organizational Climate. Therefore, a valid return rate cannot be calculated 
for this scale. 
The results of the responses to the Modified Likert Scale of Organizational 
Climate are presented in Table 20. 
Table 20. Modified Likert Scale of Organizational Climate Results. 
Category Low anchor (1) 
Leadership 
How much confidence and tmst is shown in Very little 
screeners by their supervisors? 
How free do screeners feel to talk to Not very free 
supervisors about their work? 
How often are screeners" ideas sought and Rarely 
used on the job? 
Motivation 
A predominant use of rewards and Rarely 
acknowledgment. 
A predominant use made of fear, threats, and Rarely 
punishment. 
Where is responsibility place for achieving Management 
high performance? 
How much cooperative teamwork typically Very little 
exists? 
High anchor (8) N-Median L-Median £ p_ 
A very great deal 5 
Very free 5 




A very great deal 5 
7 17.76 .000 
7 23.02 .000 
6 33.10 .000 
7 23.34 .000 
2 0.15 .703 
7 13.83 .000 
7 38.16 .000 
Category Low Anchor (1) 
Communication 
What is the usual direction that information Always downward 
flows? 
How is downward communication accepted? With disgust 
How accurate is upward communication 
(from screeners to 
supervisors/management)? 
Usually inaccurate 
How well do supervisors know problems Mostly at top 
faced by screeners? 
Decisions 
At what level are decisions made? Mostly at top 
How often are screeners involved in Almost never 
decisions at the checkpoint? 
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High Anchor (8) N-Median L-Median y£_ p_ 
Always up 4 6 9.44 .002 
A great deal of tmst 5 7 25.19 .000 
Almost always accurate 5 6 17.93 .000 
Very well 4.5 7 34.20 .000 
Widespread decision making 3 5 6.28 .012 
from everyone 
Fully involved 3 6 23.44 .000 
Category Low Anchor (1) 
Goals 
How are jobs/work usually assigned? Orders always issued 
How much do screeners work to achieve the Very little 
company's goals? 
High Anchor (8) N-Median L-Median x2 &-
Always by discussion with 3.5 6 19.79 .000 
everyone 
A very great deal 5 7 17.27 .000 
Discussion 
Generally, it is felt that with the participant sample size of 665 in this study, the 
results of this study should be considered very powerfiil and reliable. Further, as a 
measure of how well the sample was representative of the security screener population, a 
comparison of one of the demographic characteristics in a nationwide study of airport 
baggage screeners done by the ITS security firm shows both studies have equivalent 
results. In the ITS study (ITS, 1993), the average age of 3183 participant airport security 
screeners was 38, while in this current study the average age of participants in all 
companies is 37 years. The average age of ITS participants in this study is also 37 years. 
It is felt that with the range of the means of responses to the scale items, the 
scaling technique used is of adequate discrimination and reliabihty. The range of means of 
scale items ranged from a diflference of 8.75 on job satisfier scale #2, to a range of means 
of 19.20 on job dissatisfier scale #3. The average range of the means within the 6 scales 
was 13.86. 
On the scale items of job satisfiers and job dissatisfiers, it is not possible to make 
comparisons across scales. Only items within each scale may be compared. The only 
exception to this rule is on job dissatisfier scales #4 and #5, because both scales include 
the same item, "criticism by supervisors." Although the inclusion of this same scale item is 
the result of a transposition error that was not corrected during the construction of the 
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survey, the inclusion of this same scale item allows for direct comparisons between those 
two job dissatisfier scales. 
Job Satisfaction Scales 
On job satisfier scale #1, it is clear that compensation factors are much more 
important to the participants than the recognition factors listed. Although recognition 
factors (recognition by the company, appreciation from managers, and appreciation by 
supervisors) are important items for security management to consider, it is clear that 
compensatory factors are much more important to the participant screeners. Further, 
these compensatory factors are clearly and significantly ranked more important than one 
another. For instance, pay is significantly more important than medical benefits, which in 
turn is significantly more important than retirement benefits, which in turn is significantly 
more important than opportunities for rewards ($50 or more). 
On the second job satisfaction scale, it is evident there is a factor of the 5 most 
important scale items: "importance of the work I do", 4<high responsibility of the job", 
"desire to protect people", "pride in my work", and "enjoyment of helping people". These 
5 items intuitively are related, and do not differ significantly from each other. The 
remaining items on this scale relate to the general work environment of the screener: items 
such as "doing airport security work", "being around people", and "comfortable place to 
work." These items may all be considered a factor of the work itself Although there are 
significant diflferences among some of these item means, the item means that differ are 
closer to the 'least important" scale anchor than the rest of the scale items. This indicates 
58 
that although these scale items differ statistically, these statistical diflferences may be of 
less practical value. 
ccWant to stop terrorist acts" is the most important scale item mean on job satisfier 
scale #3. This scale item mean, 6.69, is nearly half of the mean of the next important scale 
item, "opportunity to find weapons", with a mean of 13.17. This contrast is very 
significant, and demonstrates that screeners feel they have a significant role in stopping 
terrorists. 
The scale item "opportunity to find weapons" may be ambiguous. It was found 
out after the survey was distributed that some companies reward screeners monetarily 
with bonuses when they find weapons. So it is not known if the screeners who rated that 
scale item as more important did so because they like the thrill of finding the weapons, or 
if they rated that scale item as more important because of the possible monetary rewards. 
It is likely that the monetary reward is more significant in this case, because the least most 
important item on job satisfier scale #2 was the thrill of finding targets, and the most 
important scale item on job satisfier scale #1 was wages. Although comparisons between 
scales are not appropriate statistically, because this scale item was ranked the very least of 
16 scale items of different categories, this assumption that the thrill of finding weapons is 
generally not important to security screeners may be tenable. Further, the finding that 
clearly the most important scale item on job satisfier scale #1 was wage serves to support 
the assumption that screeners generally meant monetary rewards rather than the thrill of 
finding targets when ranking the "opportunity to find weapons" scale item. 
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Less significant than the desire to stop terrorist acts, the next three scale items did 
not differ significantly from one another: the "opportunity to find weapons", the 
importance others place on security screener work, and the desire to work in airports. 
The remaining scale items on the #3 job satisfier scale do not appear to be related. 
Further, comparisons at this scale item mean level may only be of marginal practical 
significance anyway, because of the lesser importance given those scale items. 
It may also be useful to examine the scale items that were ranked as less important 
on the job satisfier scale #3. The least significant scale item, "dislike other job options", is 
an important finding because it shows that screeners feel there are other jobs besides the 
security screener job that are attractive to them. Three of the other least important scale 
items were "to make fiiends", "the difficulty of the job", and the 'job makes a good 
second income." These findings indicate that screeners do not appear to place a high 
value on the friendships they develop at work. It may be that screeners do not have the 
opportunity to develop meaningful friendships with co-workers because of the high 
turnover rate. Also, the screeners apparently do not feel the need to be challenged by 
difficult jobs. Finally, the screeners' rating of the lesser importance of the scale item 
regarding the job making a good second income indicates that the majority of screeners 
may feel the screener job does not make a good second income. Alternatively, it could 
also indicate that few screeners actually were using the screener job for a second income. 
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Job Dissatisfier Scales 
The results of job dissatisfier (reasons for leaving the job) scale #4 closely 
paralleled the results of job satisfier scale #1. On both these scales, wage, medical benefit, 
and retirement benefit item means were clearly the most important scale items, differing 
significantly from the rest of the scale items and also differing from each other while 
maintaining the same ranks. On the job dissatisfier scale #4, there was also a significant 
contrast of means with the "poor pay" scale item (mean 4.23) being less than one-third of 
the mean of the next important non-hygienic scale item, "no opportunity for 
advancement" (mean 13.37). The next highest-ranked scale items regarding 
"opportunities for advancement", "stressful work", and "found a better job" do not appear 
to be related, but do not differ significantly. The ranking of the scales items regarding 
"doing the job temporarily for extra cash" and "no longer needing the second job" again 
indicate that few security screeners are using the screener job as a second income. 
On job dissatisfier scale #5, the scale items "passenger hostility", " management 
not listening to suggestions", and "not appreciated by passengers and aircrew" are related 
in that these items indicate that the security screeners are not being supported by others in 
their work. The security screeners may feel isolated when performing their job correctly. 
The most practical solution to this feeling or isolation may be training sessions for security 
screeners to teach them methods of preventing or coping with this feeling. Less practical 
may be a public information campaign about the importance of security screening. Such a 
public relations campaign may have a positive effect, by increasing the proportion of 
passengers who are knowledgeable about why the security screeners sometimes 
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inconvenience them Information about the importance of security screening may also be 
included during aircrew recurrent training, and at airport employee orientation. 
There are several training/orientation scale items also included on job dissatisfier 
scale #5. These include items like being "afraid to make mistakes", "criticism by 
supervisors", "not being told up front what to expect", the 'job is not what I thought it 
was", and "supervisor problems." These scale item means do not differ significantly from 
each other but are all less significant than the previous scale items that produce the feeling 
of isolation. 
Because "criticism by supervisors" was included on both job dissatisfier scales #4 
and #5, a tenable comparison may be made comparing both scales. It appears that both 
hygienic factors and the support of others are more important reasons for leaving the job 
than criticism by supervisors. However, no comparison can be made regarding the rank of 
hygienic factors to the support of others. 
The finding that 'job is too difficult" was ranked as the least important scale item 
on job dissatisfier scale #5 indicates that a deficiency in screener training is not an 
important issue regarding reasons for leaving the job. For instance, being "afraid to make 
a mistake" is ranked significantly more important than 'job is too difficult." This finding 
suggests that because the job is not too difficult, few mistakes are made, but that the fear 
of the consequences from those few mistakes may be significant. 
"Not being appreciated by the company" is rated the most important reason for 
leaving the job on job dissatisfier scale #6. This scale item very closely resembles the 
factor in scale #5 regarding passenger hostility and not being appreciated by passengers 
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and aircrew. This scale item is significantly more important than all of the other scale 
items, which do not appear to have clear groups of related scale items that are ranked 
closely. By examining the least important reasons on this job dissatisfier scale for leaving 
the job, several important conclusions may be made. First, the scale item regarding not 
wanting to work in airports was ranked least important of all scale items, indicating that 
the people who work in airport security screening generally do not dislike the airport 
environment. Other findings that can be made regarding the least important reasons for 
leaving the job on job dissatisfier scale #6 is that screeners generally do not dislike their 
co-workers, are not under pressure from their family or spouse to quit, and are not afraid 
of finding weapons. 
Gender Comparisons 
There were several significant diflferences when comparing scale items between 
genders. Females generally found wages and medical benefits more important job 
satisfiers than males did. This may be because of the finding that male participants are 
already receiving better pay and medical benefits than females. Also, males were found 
more likely to hold second jobs than females. Males found the "opportunity to move into 
supervisory positions" and the "opportunity for job contacts" as more important satisfiers 
than females did. However, there were not any demographic questions regarding whether 
the participant was a screener, supervisor, or manager. Participants who are already in 
supervisory positions may find this scale item ambiguous. Therefore, it is impossible to 
determine if this contrast on this scale item is because of the proportion of males and 
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females who are aheady in supervisory jobs. Females were also more likely to find the job 
more stressfiil, causing discomfort, and feel they work too much for the amount of pay 
than males did. This finding may indicate that females would be more likely than males to 
be hurt on the job, or suffer other work-related injuries or illnesses. Males also rated the 
job as more boring and disliked working weekends more than females did. 
Airport and Fthnic Diflferences 
On the scale items, there were 41 significant diflferences between ethnic groups, 
and 38 significant diflferences between airport locations. Of these scale item diflferences, 
27 scale items are included in both categories of comparisons. This inclusion of the large 
number of similar scale items indicate a high degree of covariance with the airport and 
ethnic comparisons. This suggestion of covariance is supported when comparing the 
frequencies of ethnic groups at different airport sites using a chi-square contingency table 
test, resulting in %2 (16) = 544.39, p < .001. Because of the covariance between ethnic 
group and airport location, the comparisons discussed here will be limited to ethnic group 
comparisons. 
In regard to hygienic factors, Asians and Hispanics valued retirement and medical 
benefits more important than blacks and whites did on the job satisfier scale. On the job 
dissatisfier scale, Asians valued medical and retirement benefits as more important than 
blacks, whites, and Hispanics did. There were no significant diflferences between ethnic 
groups regarding wages, apparently because all groups valued wages as important. 
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Asians reported the pride in their work significantly lower than the other ethnic 
groups in terms of importance on the job satisfier scale, yet also regarded the desire to 
protect people as a more important job satisfier than other ethnic groups. However, 
Asians also reported the "want to stop terrorists" as less important than all other ethnic 
groups except American Indians. Asians also valued friendships on the job as more 
important than other ethnic groups, but also valued the chance to move into supervisory 
positions as less important than other ethnic groups, despite a significantly greater desire 
to control people. 
Whites valued the chance to learn something new as less important than the other 
ethnic groups. Whites also reported their famihes think the job is important less often than 
the other ethnic groups. The chance to find weapons was also less important to whites. 
Whites were also more likely to report "not being told what's going on" as an important 
reason for leaving the job than other ethnic groups were. 
Blacks and whites together were less likely to value the desire to help people as an 
important job satisfier. Blacks and whites were also less likely to report the job causing 
discomfort, being afraid to make mistakes, the job is too difficult, having to work hohdays, 
and hard to get to work, than the other ethnic groups. 
Hispanics reported their famihes would like them to quit as less an important 
reason for leaving the job than the other ethnic groups. Blacks and Hispanics were more 
likely to report the companionship of coworkers as an important job satisfier. Blacks and 
Hispanics were also more likely to report being around other people as an important job 
satisfier. Whites and Hispanics were less likely to report the job being easy on the job 
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satisfier scales, and were also less likely to report the job being too difficult on the job 
dissatisfier scales. Hispanics were more likely to report too much work for the amount of 
pay, and were also less likely to report doing the job temporarily for extra money. 
Experience Differences 
All demographic and scale items were compared between participants of differing 
experience levels. There were two groups of participants used for comparisons, those 
with 4 or less months of experience as a security screener (low experience group), and 
those with 24 or greater months of experience (high experience group). These cut-oflf 
points coincided with the upper and lower quartiles of participants who reported months 
of experience. 
Not surprisingly, there was a significant diflference between the confounding 
variables of age and experience level. However, there was still a significant diflference 
even when age was corrected for experience by subtracting the months of experience from 
age. This corrected diflference in age between experience levels was computed at F (1, 
297) = 53.07, p < .001. The higher experience group had a mean age of 42.10 years 
when corrected for experience, and the lower experience group had a mean age of 30.85 
years, also when corrected for experience. This finding suggests that employees who hire 
in at an older age tend to have longer career longevity as security screeners. 
The higher experience group had a significantly lower mean on the "opportunity 
for rewards" scale item, thus ranking that item as more important. The lower experience 
group had a significantly lower mean on the "poor pay" scale item. The higher experience 
group also reported they are receiving significantly higher wages than the lower 
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experience group. These findings suggest that monetary compensation is important to 
both experience groups. 
The higher experience group reported the scale items "passenger hostility" and 
"not appreciated by passengers" as more significant job dissatisfiers than the lower 
experience group did. This suggests that problems with passengers become more 
significant over time as a screener. Early in their screening careers, screeners may be able 
to disregard passenger problems. However, dealing with negative passengers day after 
day may have a negative effect on the morale of experienced screeners. 
The lower experience group reported "hard to get to work" as a more significant 
job dissatisfier than the higher experience group did. This significant difference may be 
because screeners who do have problems getting to work may have a higher attrition rate. 
Because of this higher attrition rate, only those screeners who do not have problems 
getting to work remain on the job to become high experience screeners. Alternatively, 
those screeners with greater longevity as screeners may be more stable than their lower 
experience counterparts. The lower experience screeners are more likely to have been 
unemployed for some time before beginning work as screeners, and may have problems 
with reliable transportation and childcare. 
The higher experience group also reported 'job is challenging", and "doing a job 
few others can do" as more important job satisfiers than the lower experience screeners. 
This may be because the higher experience screeners have accumulated a great deal tacit 
knowledge pertaining to their job, and recognize how important this tacit knowledge is to 
performing their jobs well. 
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Modified Likert Scale of Organizational Climate 
With one exception, all of the survey items indicated significant diflferences 
between the way participants report things are now, and the way the participants would 
like them to be. This exception is about the use of fear, threats, and punishment on the 
job. Participants reported very near to the "Rarely" end of the interval scale on both the 
way they report things are now, and the way they would like them to be. This indicates 
that fear, threats, and punishment are rarely used on the job, and the participants do not 
wish them to be used. 
Participants do, however, indicate a significant desire for the organizational climate 
to change. Participants report they would like more confidence and trust shown to them 
by their supervisors, would like to feel more free to discuss their work with their 
supervisors, and would like their ideas used more often on the job. Participants would like 
more opportunities for rewards, more responsibility for achieving high performance, and 
more cooperative teamwork. They would like for management to listen to them more, 
would like more accuracy and acceptance of communication from upper levels, and would 
like their supervisors to be more aware of the problems they face on the job. Participants 
would like greater involvement in decision-making, more input in goal setting, and would 
like to work harder to achieve company goals. 
Conclusion 
In conclusion, the finding that wage, medical benefits, and retirement benefits are 
very important sources of job satisfaction as well as job dissatisfaction probably has the 
most practical significance of the whole study. Security management and federal 
regulators should closely compare the costs of granting wage and benefit increases to 
security screeners with the costs of employee turnover: the costs or recruiting, selecting, 
and training new employees. Further, the costs associated with a possible increase in 
performance with such reforms should be weighed against the probable costs of security 
failures. 
Security companies need to realize the significant differences in motivation of 
employees of differing genders, ethnic groups, and locations. Management at different 
airport sites should be given flexibihty to be able to meet those differing employee needs. 
Employee turnover can be reduced with the implementation of programs aimed at 
improving the organizational culture and wage and benefit packages at security firms. 
Finally, the tacit knowledge of experienced screeners cannot be ignored as a factor 
of job performance. This tacit knowledge is too valuable to be lost with excessive 
enoployee turnover. The organizational climate should be such that this information is 
freely shared within the screener ranks, and should be passed unfiltered to upper 
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management. Management should pay as close attention to this knowledge within their 
employees as they do the bottom line. 
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Survey Instruction Page 
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WHY ARE THEY HAVING US DO THIS? 
It is very difficult to improve a work environment or increase worker job satisfaction 
without first understanding how employees feel about their job It is also valuable to understand 
how important the many different issues arc to workers For these reasons we would like you to 
provide us with your feelings on the items that follow as to how they affect your job satisfaction 
and reasons for wanting to leave the airport secunty screening field 
All items in this survey were developed with the assistance of screeners just like yourself. 
The item inventory is the result of many interviews with airport secunty screener personnel, as well 
as screener workgroups, from airports all over the United States You can be assured that these 
issues are what concern real screener personnel who man the checkpoints every day 
We do not share the individual information you contnbute to us with your company The 
ratings you provide for this survey are considered completely CONFIDENTIAL Your anonymity 
is carefully protected We do ask for your honesty and careful consideration in completing these 
survey questionnaires. We want to know all we can about the environment that you work in 
Remember, YOU ARE THE EXPERT1 You, and only you, truly understand the job of the 
screener Your opinions are very important input to providing an understanding of how to 
improve your work environment 
WE THANK YOU FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE' 





DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SURVEY 
Often we need to make comparisons between groups of employees For instance, how do 
men compare against women, older workers against younger workers, people from the Northeast 
versus people from the Midwest, etc (you get the idea) 
We NEVER use this information to identify who you are, and it is NEVER provided to your 
company. Please assist us with the information requested and tell us a little bit about yourself 
DIRECTIONS: For the following demographic questions, please enter either a check 
mark (V) or the required information in the space provided. 
AGE. MALE FEMALE 
RACE: 
Amencan Indian or Alaskan Native Asian 
Black, not of Hispanic ongin Hispanic 
White, not of Hispanic ongin Pacific Islands 




Other (please name):. 
AIRPORT LOCATION (please name). 
MONTHS WORKING AS A SCREENER: 
FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
NORMAL HOURS PER WEEK (total): 
DO YOU HAVE ANOTHER JOB: (yes) (no) 
IF YES (full-time) (pan-time) 
PREVIOUS TYPE OF JOB (bnefly explain)* 
CURRENT HOURLY WAGE (in $/hour): 
DOES YOUR COMPANY PROVIDE MEDICAL BENEFITS AND/OR INSURANCE: 
(yes) (no) (not sure) 
IF YES (company pays) (we pay) 
Next page please 
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APPENDIX C 
Modified Rensis Likert Scale of Organizational Climate. 
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I N S T R U C T I O N S 
1 For each question, first blacken the box [ ] on the "N" line which you feel descnbes your organization at the 
present time (N = NOW) If, for example, on question 1 you feel that now there is "quite a bit" of confidence, 
fill in 5 or 6 Fill in 5 if you think the situation is closer to "some*', or 6 if you think the situation is closer to 
"a very great deal " 
2 Then, fill in the box [ ] on the 4,L" line which descnbes how you would LIKE your orgamzauon to operate 
LEADERSHIP 
How much confidence and tmst is 
shown in screeners by their supenors9 
Very little 
1 N [1] [2) 
2 L [11 [2) 
Some Quite a bit A very great deal 
[3] [4] [5] [6] [7) (81 
[3) [4] [5] (61 [71 [81 
How free do screeners feel to talk to 
supenors about their work9 
Not very free Somewhat free Quite free Very free 
I N [II [2] [3] [4] [5] [6J [7] [81 
2 L [1] [21 [3] [4] (5) [6] [7] (81 
Rarely Sometimes Often Very frequently 
How often are screeners'ideas sought I N [11 [21 [3] [4] [5] [6] [7] [8] 
and used on the job? 
MOTIVATION 
2 L [1J [21 [3J [4] [5] [6] [7] [8] 
A predominant use made of rewards and 
acknowledgments. 
Rarely 
1 N [1] [2J 
Occasionally Mostly Always 
[31 [4] [51 [6J [7] [8] 
2 L [I] [21 [3) [41 [51 [61 [7) [81 
A predominant use made of fear, threats, I N [1] 
and punishment. 
2 L [lj 
Rarely Occasionally Mostly Always 
[2] P] [4] [5) 16] (7) [8] 
(2) P] [4] 15] (6] m 18] 
Where is responsibility placed for 
achieving high performance9 
Management Mostly by 
Management and Supervisors Supervisors 
1 N [1] [2] 13] (4) 15] 16) 















Quite a bit 
(5) 16] 
[51 16] 




What is the usual direcuon that 








downward Mostly downward Down and up 
1 N [l) 12] 
2 L [l] 12] 




[4J [5] [61 [7] [8] 





A great deal 
of trust With distrust 
1 N [11 [21 [31 [4] [51 [6] [71 [81 
2 L [I] [2J [3J [41 [5J [6] [7] [81 
Usually 
inaccurate 
How accurate is upward commumcauon 1 N 










[31 [41 [51 [61 [71 [8) 
[31 [4J [51 [61 [71 [8J 
How well do supenors know problems 
faced by screeners9 
Not well Somewhat Quite well Very well 
1 N [1J [2J [3) [4) [51 [61 [71 [8J 
2 L [11 [21 [3) [4J [51 [6) [71 [81 
DECISIONS 
At what level are decisions made9 
Policy at top General policy at Widespread 
Some responsibility top Most decision 
Mostly given to screeners responsibility making 
at top & supervisors given to from 
screeners & supervisors everyone 
1 N [I] |2) P) (4) [5] 16] [7] [8] 
2 L [1) 12] P) [4) [5] |6] [7] [8] 
79 
How often are screeners involved 




asked Almost never  Fully involved 
I N [I] [2] [3] (4) [5] [6] [7j |8] 
2 L [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [61 [7] [81 
GOALS 
How are jobs/work usually assigned? 
Orders By orders, but Often by orders. Always by 
always sometimes comments but after discussion 
issued are invited discussion with with everyone 
screeners & supervisors 
1 N [i] [2] [31 [41 [5] [6J [7] [8] 
2 L [1] [21 [31 [4J [51 [6] [7] [81 
Very little Some 
How much do screeners work to achieve I N [l) [21 [3) [4J 
the company's goals? 
Quite a bit A very great deal 
[5] [6] [7j [8J 
2 L [11 [2] [31 [4] [51 [6] [71 [8) 
so 
APPENDIX D 
Job satisfier and job dissatisfier scales. 
Directions: Using the scale below, indicate the importance to you of each of the items that you desire in your job. Compare the items against each 
other and rank them in the order that yojj personally value them. The scale numbers have little meaning. The items can be rated anywhere along the 
scale — but don't give two items the same value. Mark your answers as shown by the example below. REMEMBER: Rate the items according to 
how important they are to you if you could choose what you wanted. CHECK THAT YOU HAVE 10 LETTERS ON THIS SCALE 
EXAMPLE: 
A. Luxury car 




i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i n i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i S 
C. Free coffee 
D. Annual company picnic 
* 
I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 II 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 
least important most important 
LIST OF ITEMS: 
A. Retirement benefits 
B. Appreciation "by" supervisors 
C. Medical benefits 
D. Flexible hours and days 
E. Opportunity for rewards ($50 or equivalent) 
F. Wage job pays increased 
G. Recognition by company 
H. Chance to move into supervisory jobs 
I. Potential job contacts (airlines, airport, etc ) 
J. Appreciation "from" manager 
| I I I 1 I I 1 I I I 1 1 1 I I I 1 1 I I 1 I 1 I 1 I 1 I 1 I 1 1 I 1 I 1 I 1 | 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 II 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 
least important most important 
Directions: Again, use the scale below and rank the next group of items. Don't compare this new list of items to the previous one. Compare them 
only against each other. The items can be rated anywhere along the scale — but don't give two items the same value. Rate them as to their 
importance to you in enjoying the job. Rank the items according to how much they contribute towards you personally staying on the job and/or 
feeling satisfied about your work. CHECK THAT YOU HAVE 16 LETTERS ON THIS SCALE. 
LIST OF ITEMS: 
A. Pride in my work 
B. Enjoyment of helping people 
C. Good general work experience 
D. Wanted to learn something new 
E. Enjoy being busy 
F. Desire to protect people 
G. High responsibility of the job 
H. Because job is challenging 
I. Thrill of finding targets 
J. Appreciation of my supervisors/wanting to help them 
K. Like working with co-workers (companionship) 
L. The hours of the job (the shift work) 
M. Doing airport security work 
N. Being around people 
O. Comfortable place to work 
P. Importance of the work I do 
| 1 1 I 1 I 1 I I 1 1 I 1 I 1 1 I I I 1 I 1 I I I I I 1 1 I 1 1 I I 1 I 1 I 1 | 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 II 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 
least important moil important 
oo 
Directions: Using the scale below evaluate this last group of items. As before, don't give any two items the same value and only compare them 
against each other — not to any of the previous items or ratings you gave. CHECK THAT YOU HAVE 13 LETTERS ON THIS SCALE. 
LIST OF ITEMS: 
A. Want to stop terrorist acts . 
B. Dislike other jobs that were available 
C. My family thinks the job is important 
D. To make friends 
E. Fast pace of the job 
F. Difficulty of the job 
G. Opportunity to find weapons 
H. Job is easy 
I. Makes a good second income 
J. Wanted to work in airports 
K. Enjoy controlling people 
L. Doing a job few others can do 
M. Others think my job is important 
| 1 I I 1 I 1 I I I I I 1 I I I I 1 1 I I I I 1 I 1 1 I 1 I I I I 1 I 1 I I I | 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 
least important most important 
Directions! Using the scale below, indicate the importance tovou of each of the items that best represents your feelings about why you would quit 
and/or dislike being a screener. Compare the items against each other and rank them in the order that you personally value them. The scale numbers 
have little meaning. The items can be rated anywhere along the scale — but don't give two items the same value. Mark your answers as shown by 
the example below. CHECK THAT YOU HAVE 10 LETTERS ON THIS SCALE. 
EXAMPLE: 
H-
A. Limited parking at the airport 
B. Dislike the uniforms 
M i l M I T 
C. Don't enjoy working indoors 
D. Wages are too low © 
I I 1 I I I I I I I 1 1 I I I 1 I I I I 1 I 1 I I 
I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 II 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 
least important ^ou important 
LIST OF ITEMS: 
A. Poor pay 
B. Little or no medical benefits 
C. Found "better" job 
D. Too much work for amount of pay 
E. No longer need second job 
F. No retirement program 
G. Doing job temporarily to earn extra money 
H. Criticism by supervisors 
I. Stressful 
J. No opportunities for advancement 
1 1 1 1 I I 1 I I 1 I 1 I I I 1 I 1 I 1 I I I 1 1 1 1 I I I 1 I 1 I I 1 I 1 I | 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 II 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 oo 
least important most important 
Directions: Again, use the scale below and rank the next group of items. Don't compare this new list of items to the previous one. Compare them 
only against each other. The items can be rated anywhere along this scale - but don't give two items the same value. Rate them as to their 
importance to you in wanting to quit and/or disliking being a screener. CHECK THAT YOU HAVE 10 LETTERS ON THIS SCALE. 
LIST OF ITEMS: 
A. Not told up front what to expect 
B. Supervisor problems 
C. Job is causing physical discomfort 
D. Afraid to make a mistake or be wrong 
E. Management not listening to 
suggestions and/or complaints. 
F Not appreciated by passengers/aircrew 
G. Passenger hostility 
H. Job wasn't what I thought it was 
I. Job is too difficult 
J. Criticism by supervisors 
| I 1 1 I I I I I 1 I I I I I I 1 I I 1 I 1 I I I I I 1 I I 1 1 I I I I I 1 I J 
I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 II 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 
least important most important 
Directions: Using the scale below, evaluate this last group of items. As before, don't give any two items the same value and only compare them 
against each other - not to any of the previous items or ratings you gave. CHECK THAT YOU HAVE 19 LETTERS ON THIS SCALE. 
LIST OF ITEMS: 
A. Having to work holidays 
B. I don't find job important 
C. Hard to get work 
D. Dislike co-workers 
E. Fear of finding weapons 
F. Work is tiring and exhausting 
G. Not being kept abreast of what's going on 
H. Working with passengers 
I. Family and/or spouse wants me to quit 
J. Confronting passengers 
| I I I 1 I 1 1 I I I 1 1 I 1 1 I 1 1 I I I I I 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 I 1 I I 1 I 1 | 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 II 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 
least important most important 
OS 
K. Decisions have to be made too fast 
L. Job is not challenging 
M. Dislike hours 
N. Don't like working weekends 
O. Job is boring 
P. Job is too fast paced 
Q. Breaks/lunch time not enough 
R. Don't want to work in airports 
S. Not appreciated by company 
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APPENDIX E 
Post-hoc ethnic differences - computer output. 
1 = American Indian or Alaskan Native. 
2 = Black, not of Hispanic origin. 
3 = White, not of Hispanic origin. 
4 = Asian. 
5 = Hispanic. 
6 = Pacific Islands. 
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Pooled StDev = 
































Individual 95% CIs For Mean 
Based on Pooled StDev 





13.89 ( * ) 
7.78 ( * ) 
13.85 ( * ) 
11.59 ( * ) 
11.89 (--*--) 
0.00 ( * ) 
13.13 (-*--) 
14.09 (--*--) 
12.06 ( * ) 
12.92 (--*--) 
14.80 (-*-) 
3.46 ( * ) 
14.70 ( * ) 
+ +
 + + 
15 30 45 60 
One-Way Analysis of Variance 







































































































95% CIs For Me 
Pooled StDev 
.-. 
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MTB > Oneway 'F6' 'AIRPORT'. 
One-Way Analysis of Variance 













































Pooled StDev = 
































Individual 95% CIs For Mean 
Based on Pooled StDev 
StDev -4- 4- 4- 4-
1 0 . 6 8 ( - * - ) 
1 0 . 8 1 ( - - * - - ) 
1 0 . 0 3 ( - * ) 
1 0 . 8 1 ( - * - - ) 
6 . 7 0 ( * ) 
1 3 . 4 4 ( * ) 
1 0 . 6 6 ( * ) 
1 1 . 2 2 ( * ) 
9 . 8 2 ( - - * - - ) 
0 . 0 0 ( * ) 
1 0 . 6 3 ( - - * - - ) 
1 2 . 3 3 ( - - * - - ) 
1 0 . 1 5 ( - - - * . . . ) 
1 0 . 3 3 ( - - * - - ) 
1 1 . 6 0 ( - * - - ) 
1 3 . 0 3 ( * ) 
9 . 5 3 ( * ) 
0 1 2 2 4 3 6 
One-Way Analysis of Variance 














































































Individual 95% CIs For Mean 
Based on Pooled StDev 





10.73 ( *---) 
9.19 ( w ) 
7.15 ( * ) 
8.92 ( * ) 
11.03 (-*-) 






6.60 ( * ) 
4.77 ( * ) 
+ + + 
0 15 30 
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One-Way Analysis of Variance 







































































Pooled StDev = 
MTB > Oneway 'Q6' 'AIRPORT' 
Individual 95% CIs For Mean 
Based on Pooled StDev 





5.873 ( * ) 
0.707 ( * ) 
8 .418 ( * ) 
7.794 ( * ) 
11.360 (-*--) 
0.000 ( * ) 
10.293 (--*-) 
11.153 (--*--) 
9.359 ( *--) 
10.203 (-*--) 
10.201 (-*-) 
11.781 ( * ) 
11.285 ( * ) 
12 24 36 
One-Way Analysis of Variance 











































































Individual 95% CIs For Mean 
Based on Pooled StDev 





11.73 ( * ) 
13.32 ( * ) 
13.55 ( * ) 




11.89 ( * ) 
10.36 (---*_-) 
10.47 (--*--) 
8.32 ( * ) 
13.91 ( * ) 
_. + + + + -
0 10 20 30 
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One-Way Analysis of Variance 









































Pooled StDev = 






2 7 . 5 6 
2 6 . 6 9 
2 4 . 9 4 
2 5 . 6 7 
2 8 . 9 0 
2 4 . 5 0 
3 0 . 2 5 
2 8 . 0 0 
2 3 . 1 6 
7 . 0 0 
2 2 . 9 7 
1 9 . 1 9 
2 2 . 0 0 
2 3 . 9 7 
2 1 . 8 0 
2 8 . 4 0 


















9 . 9 2 
1 0 . 9 0 
1 0 . 1 2 







Individual 95% CIs For Mean 


















. - * 
-- + -
15 30 
One-Way Analysis of Variance 











































































Individual 95% CIs For Mean 
Based on Pooled StDev 





10.39 ( * ) 
14.85 ( * ) 
14.33 ( * ) 




9.16 ( * ) 
10.97 (---*_-) 
11.43 (--*--) 
14.55 ( * ) 
11.45 ( * ) 
+ + + + -
0 10 20 30 
123 
APPENDIX G 
Post-hoc company differences - computer output. 
Worksheet size: 250000 cells 124 
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Retrieving worksheet from file: C:\MTBWIN\SECDAT\SECDAT.MTW 
Worksheet was saved on 9/24/1995 
MTB > Oneway 'Al' 'COMPANY'. 
One-Way Analysis of Variance 










































Individual 95% CIs For Mean 
Based on Pooled StDev 
StDev 4- 4- 4-
12.37 (--*__) 
13.25 ( * ) 
13.05 (-*--) 
11.00 ( * ) 
11.19 (-*) 
3.36 ( * ) 
4- 4- 4-
0.0 8.0 16.0 
MTB > Oneway 'CI' 'COMPANY'. 
One-Way Analysis of Variance 



















Pooled StDev = 




















Individual 95% CIs For Mean 
Based on Pooled StDev 
StDev 4- 4- 4-
9.316 ( * ) 
9.796 ( * ) 
9.807 (-*--) 
9.332 ( * ) 
8.572 (-*-) 
5.4 95 ( * ) 
0.0 5.0 10.0 
» COMPANY' 
One-Way Analysis of Variance 













































Individual 95% Cl6 For Mean 
Based on Pooled StDev 
StDev --4- 4- 4- + -• 
10.07 (__*---) 
11.81 ( * ) 
10.27 (--*-) 
10.72 ( * ) 
12.11 (-*-) 
2.61 ( * ) 
_. + + + + -
-7.0 -0.0 7.0 14.0 
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MTB > Oneway '12' 'COMPANY'. 
One-Way Analysis of Variance 















































Individual 95% CIs For Mean 
Based on Pooled StDev 
StDev 4- 4- 4- + - -
11.36 (--*.--) 
12.91 ( * ) 
11.89 (--*-) 
9.26 ( * ) 
10.77 (-*-) 
15.47 ( * ) 
+ + + + __ 
14.0 21.0 28.0 35.0 
One-Way Analysis of Variance 















































Individual 95% CIs For Mean 
Based on Pooled StDev 
StDev 4- 4- 4-
10.50 (--*--) 
9.19 ( * ) 
10.44 (-*-) 
9.50 ( * ) 
10.18 (*-) 
7.40 ( * ) 
4- 4- 4-
14.0 21.0 28.0 
One-Way Analysis of Variance 












































Individual 95% CIs For Mean 
Based on Pooled StDev 
StDev 4- 4- 4-
8.639 (-.*---) 
8.905 ( * ) 
7.934 (--*--) 
7.391 ( * ) 
9.068 (-*-) 
2.4 90 ( * ) 
+ + + 
0.0 5.0 10.0 
Worksheet size: 250000 cells 126 
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MTB > Oneway »A3' 'COMPANY' . 
One-Way Analysis of Variance 
Analysis of Variance on A3 
Source DF 
COMPANY 5 






































Pooled StDev = 
MTB > Oneway 'D3' •COMPANY'. 
One-Way Analysis of Variance 









































Pooled StDev = 





Individual 95% CIs For Mean 
Based on Pooled StDev 
( * ) 
( , ) 





Individual 95% CIs For Mean 
Based on Pooled StDev 




20 30 40 50 
One-Way Analysis of Variance 













































Individual 95% CIs For Mean 
Based on Pooled StDev 
StDev 4- 4- 4-
12.03 (--*---) 
11.38 ( * ) 
11.52 (--*-) 
11.92 ( * ) 
10.14 (-*-) 
12.88 ( * ) 
+ + + 
14.0 21.0 28.0 
Worksheet size: 250000 cells 127 
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One-Way Analysis of Variance 






























12.14 Pooled StDev = 








Individual 95% CIs For Mean 
Based on Pooled StDev 
StDev -4- + 4- 4-
13.05 (---*--) 
11.89 ( * ) 
12.20 (--*-) 
11.98 ( * ) 
11.90 (-*-) 
8.02 ( * ) 
14.0 21.0 28.0 35.0 
One-Way Analysis of Variance 























Pooled StDev = 





























Individual 95% CIs For Mean 









One-Way Analysis of Variance 













































Individual 95% CIs For Mean 
Based on Pooled StDev 
StDev --4- 4- 4- 4---
13.15 (--*--) 
14.54 (---* ) 
12.64 (-»-) 
12.31 ( * ) 
11.61 (-*) 
11.17 ( * ) 
_ _ + + + + -• 
10 20 30 40 
Worksheet size: 250000 cells 128 
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MTB > Oneway •G4' 'COMPANY'. 
One-Way Analysis of Variance 














































Individual 95% CIs For Mean 
Based on Pooled StDev 
StDev 4- 4- 4-
11.32 (--*---) 
13.79 ( * ) 
12.65 (--*-) 
10.04 ( * ) 
11.84 (-*-) 
9.19 ( * ) 
4- 4- 4-
21.0 28.0 35.0 
One-Way Analysis of Variance 



















Pooled StDev = 






1 9 . 4 6 
1 0 . 3 8 
1 6 . 1 0 
1 6 . 0 4 
1 6 . 2 8 
















Individual 95% CIs For Mean 
Based on Pooled StDev 
__ +
 + + 
(---* ) 
( * ) 
( * ) 
(-*-) 
• ( - -
- - + 
6.0 
4--
12.0 18.0 * 24.0 
• COMPANY' 
One-Way Analysis of Variance 













































Individual 95% CIs For Mean 
Based on Pooled StDev 
StDev --4- 4- 4- 4--
12.32 (--*--) 
12.27 ( * ) 
11.95 (-*-) 
10.40 ( * ) 
12.34 (-*-) 
7.07 ( * 
__ + + + + -
8.0 16.0 24.0 32.0 
Worksheet size: 250000 cells 129 
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MTB > Oneway » C5• 'COMPANY' . 
One-Way Analysis of Variance 















































Individual 95% CIs For Mean 
Based on Pooled StDev 
StDev --4- 4- 4- 4-
12.55 (---* ) 
13.53 ( * ) 
12.29 (--*--) 
9.36 ( * ) 
11.54 (-*-) 
17.61 ( * ) 
12.0 18.0 24.0 30.0 
One-Way Analysis of Variance 















































Individual 95% CIs For Mean 
Based on Pooled StDev 
StDev 4- 4- 4- + 
10.47 (--*--) 
5.83 ( * ) 
11.32 (-*-) 
11.74 ( * ) 
10.72 (-*-) 
14.95 ( * ) 
7.0 14.0 21.0 28.0 
One-Way Analysis of Variance 













































Individual 95% CIs For Mean 
Based on Pooled StDev 
StDev -4- 4- 4- 4-
11.22 (_--*_--) 
11.62 ( * ) 
12.12 (--*--) 
8.51 ( * ) 
11.19 (-»-) 
12.17 ( * ) 
_ + + + + 
6.0 12.0 18.0 24.0 
Worksheet size: 250000 cells 130 
MTB > RETR 'C:\MTBWIN\SECDAT\SECDAT.MTW'. 
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MTB > Oneway 'A6' » COMPANY' . 
One-Way Analysis of Variance 



















Pooled StDev = 




























Individual 95% CIs For Mean 









One-Way Analysis of Variance 




















































Individual 95% CIs For Mean 
Based on Pooled StDev 














One-Way Analysis of Variance 













































Individual 95% CIs For Mean 
Based on Pooled StDev 
StDev 4- 4- 4- 4----
11.66 (---*_-_) 
12.01 ( * ) 
10.72 (--*--) 
13.31 ( * ) 
11.82 (-*-) 
13.85 ( * ) 
+ + + + — 
12.0 18.0 24.0 30.0 
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One-Way Analysis of Variance 














































Individual 95% CIs For Mean 
Based on Pooled StDev 
StDev + 4- 4-
10.72 ( * ) 
11.39 ( * ) 
11.20 (-*--) 
10.24 ( * ) 
10.10 (-*-) 
6.60 ( * ) 
+ +
 + 
18.0 24.0 30.0 
One-Way Analysis of Variance 















































Individual 95% CIs For Mean 
Based on Pooled StDev 
StDev 4- 4- 4-
11.87 (-_-* ) 
11.21 ( * ) 
11.53 (--*-_) 
10.01 ( * ) 
11.26 (-*-) 
8.32 ( * ) 
12.0 18.0 24.0 
One-Way Analysis of Variance 













































Individual 95% CIs For Mean 
Based on Pooled StDev 
StDev 4- 4- 4- 4- -
10.25 (--_*_--) 
9.84 ( * ) 
10.79 (--*--) 
12.63 ( * ) 
10.39 (-*--) 
5.50 ( » 
+ + + + -
18.0 24.0 30.0 36.0 
